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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

This paper is submitted in response to tine non-final Office Action mailed April 14, 
2010. A petition for a three-month extension of time and associated fee are submitted 
with this paper. 

Claims 1-25 are pending. The Applicants thank Examiner Dowling for his 
examination of the application and acknowledge with appreciation the allowance of 
claims 1-9 and Indication that claims 11, 18, and 20 would be allowable if rewritten into 
independent form. 

Claims 21-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
4,114,996 to Shaw. Claims 10, 12-17, 19, and 23-25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) In view of Shaw and Official Notice taken by the Examiner. 

Claims 10 and 23 are amended to specify that the input drive assembly 
comprises "at least two sprockets." Claim 13 is amended in view of the amendment to 
claim 10. Claim 21 and the specification are amended to make typographical 
corrections. Support for the amendments to claims 10, 13, and 23 can be found 
throughout the specification. One example of support can be found in paragraph 
[0044]. No new matter is added by these amendments. 

The Applicants submit that the pending claims are patentable, as explained 
below. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that the U.S. Patent & 
Trademark Office (the "Office") issue a Notice of Allowance without delay. 
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II. Claims 21-22 are Patentable 

Anticipation under Section 102 requires that tiie applied reference teacli tlie 
identical invention— every element of the claimed invention must be present in the 
reference and arranged as in the claim. See, e.g., Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 
F.2d 1226 at 1236 (Fed. Cir. 1989). Critically, Shaw fails to teach the identical invention 
in claims 21-22 and therefore the Applicants submit respectfully that the rejection is 
improper and it should be withdrawn. 

In rejecting claims 21-22, the Office failed to identify any teaching of Shaw that 
disclosed "threading film through a film transport path automatically by the input drive 
assembly." Moreover, the Office acknowledged that the requirement in claim 21 of 
"threading the film onto a film take-up system" is "not shown" in Shaw. For at least 
these reasons, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Moreover, Shaw clearly fails to disclose at least these features from claim 21 . 
Indeed, Shaw begins the discussion of a film being fed into a "mechanism at a 
predetermined rate by a driven inlet sprocket 31 and is drawn from the mechanism by a 
driven outlet sprocket 32 at the same predetermined rate," presupposing that the film 
has already been threaded (i.e. loaded) such that advancement from the inlet sprocket 
31 to the outlet sprocket 32 can occur. Shaw, col. 2, lines 24-27. Nothing in Shaw 
discloses or even suggests "threading film through a film transport path automatically 
by the input drive assembly ." Instead of automatic threading, Shaw discloses a film 
advancing sequence, which is not automatic threading or loading. The Applicants direct 
the Office to paragraphs [0067]-[0068] of the present specification for a discussion of 
loading and film advancement and an example of a relationship between these two 
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distinct processes. 

Accordingly, Sliaw fails to disclose or suggest claim 21, along with claim 22 
depending thereon. Withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claims 21-22 is 
requested for at least these reasons. 

III. Claims 10. 12-17. 19 and 23-25 are Patentable 

Independent claims 10 and 23 are amended to specify that the input drive 
assembly comprises "at least two sprockets." The Applicants submit that Shaw fails to 
disclose or suggest at least an input drive assembly that comprises at least two 
sprockets. At best, Shaw discloses one inlet sprocket ("31" in the embodiment depicted 
in Figs. 1-6 and "80" in the embodiment depicted in Figs. 10-11). See Shaw, col. 2, 
lines 24-27; col. 4, lines 41-43. The other sprocket referenced in Shaw is an outlet 
sprocket 32, which is the output and not the input. See id. at col. 2, lines 48-51 . 

Accordingly, Shaw fails to disclose or suggest claims 10 and 23. For at least 
these reasons, claims 10 and 23 are patentable. Each of claims 12-17, 19, and 24-25 
depend from one of claims 10 and 23 and are patentable for at least the same reasons. 
Withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of claims 10, 12-17, 19, and 23-25 is 
requested. 

Furthermore, the Office Action included the following Official Notice in rejecting 
claims 10, 12-17, 19, and 23-25: "Variable speed motors and the like are old and well 
known in the art." Office Action, p. 3. The Applicants respectfully traverse the propriety 
of the above "Official Notice" of facts. The Office relied on "common knowledge" in the 
art without any evidentiary support in the record, which is impermissible. See MPEP § 
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2144.03(A). Furthermore, the facts asserted to be well known by the Office "are not 
capable of instant and unquestionable demonstration as being well-known" and thus 
Official Notice is improper. Id. Should the Office continue to reject the application, the 
Applicants request that the Office identify evidence of record on which the Office relies 
for asserting that the features of claims 10, 12-17, 19, and 23-25 were known. See id. 
citing In re Zurko, 258 F.3d 1379, 1386 (Fed. Cir. 2001) ("[T|he Board [or examiner] 
must point to some concrete evidence in the record in support of these findings" to 
satisfy the substantial evidence test). 

In any event, the Applicants respectfully submit that the Office failed to establish 
prima facie obviousness because it failed to articulate a reason why one of ordinary skill 
in the art would have combined Shaw with the features deemed by the Office to be well 
known. The Office stated that one would have done so "because it is well known to 
operate devices at different speeds on different occasions and situations." Office 
Action, p. 4. Merely finding that elements of a claim are "individually known in the art is 
not sufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness without some objective 
reason to combine the teachings of the references." MPEP § 2143.01 (IV) citing Ex 
parte Levengood, 28 USPQ2d 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). Accordingly, these 
claims are patentable for at least this reason as well. 

IV. Conclusion 

The above amendments and remarks completely respond to the Office Action 
and place the application in condition for allowance, which is respectfully requested. If 
any additional fees are due for this submission, the fees may be charged to Deposit 
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Account number 11 -0855. If there are any matters that can be addressed by telephone, 

the Examiner is urged to contact the undersigned attorney at 404-745-2520. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Jason D. Gardner 58180/ 
Jason D. Gardner 
Reg. No. 58,180 

DATE: October 1,2010 

KILPATRICK STOCKTON LLP 

1 1 00 Peachtree Street 
Suite 2800 

Atlanta, Georgia, 30309-4530 
404-745-2520 (direct) 
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